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1 I. INTRODUCTION 

2 

3 its officers violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 197 1, as amended, (thd “Act”) by 

4 making prohibited expenditures for electioneering communications. Specifically, the complaint 

The complaint alleges that Swift Boat Vets and POWs for Truth (“Swift $oat Vets”) and 
I 

. 
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According to electioneering communications reports filed with the Codission, Swift 
! 

Boat Vets received $20,941,845 in donations for television advertisements that cbst $1 8,8 13,850. 

In its original filings with the Commission, Swift Boat Vets checked the box staing that it was a 

qualified nonprofit corporation under 11 C.F.R. 6 114.10. The complaint correct)y notes that 

qualified nonprofit corporations must be organized under Section 504(c)(4) of the Internal 

I 
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Revenue Code, while Swift Boat Vets is organized under Section 527 of the Intemal Revenue 

Code. See 11 C.F.R. 6 114.10(~)(5). Consequently, the complaint contends that swift Boat Vets 

made prohibited corporate expenditures to pay for its electioneering communications. See 

1 

2 U.S.C. 0 441b(b)(2). i 
I Mer the complaint was filed, Swift Boat Vets amended all of its electioneering 

communications reports to remove its designation as a qualified nonprofit corpor/ition. Swift 

Boat Vets now states that the original designation was “inadvertent” and that it is! an 

unincorporated organization? A search of public records confirms that Swift Boyt Vets has not 
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, 
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incorporated. Accordingly, the sole factual basis for the complaint’s allegations+wift i Boat 
I 

Vets’ self-designation as a qualified nonprofit corporation on its electioneering c&nmunications 

’ S a  Boat Vets also states in response to the complaint that it maintains separate bank accounts;for corporate and 
individual donations and that it uses only donations fiom individuals to fund electioneering communications. 
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2 reLn to beRewe that Swift Boat Vets or its officers violated the Act in this matt& Ad close the 
I 

3 file. 
-. 

III, RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Find no reason to believe that SwiA Boat Vets and POWs for Truth, : 
Alvin Horn@, Job O'Neil, md Weymovth Symmes violated the Act 

2. Approve the appropriate letters; and 

3. Close the file 
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